Introduction
It has become fashionable to challenge gender binaries. The popularization of drag, of terms such as Ôgender fluidÕ and the commodification of unisex or androgynous clothing, demonstrate this. There are now 58+ gender options on Facebook. Younger generations are more informed about the complexities of gender, sex and sexuality than ever before and are using clothes as part of their protest. However, there is a danger that the current trends of drag and androgyny are celebrated unwittingly. For these methodologies of gender-normative deviance have been traversed before and continue to marginalize the straight, cisgendered woman. Where is she within this discourse, and can she hold her own agency?
This article seeks to re-explore and critique the methodologies of drag and androgyny as means of gender-normative dissonance, given their current popularity in fashion. It will discuss this trend in relation to a specific oversaturated identity Ð the ÔstraightÕ biologicallyborn woman. It will contend that the mainstreaming of male drag has monopolized a vision of gender subversion that has overshadowed biologically-born womenÕs heterosexual resistance. It will also discuss the way in which this has come about. The television show, RuPaulÕs Drag Race (RPDR), for example, arguably does this by putting a particular subversive ÔqueerÕ male performance of female bodies and femininity centre stage. Within this parodic performance, a saturated and privileged ideal of cisgendered visibility becomes a vehicle for performing marginalized identities otherwise. However, as Katie R. Horowitz (2013) argues in ÔThe trouble with ÒqueernessÓÕ, male drag performers focus predominantly on the glitz of celebrity and a socio-economic privilege of white femininity and heteronormative female subjectivity in order to reflect and perform their own material conditions as marginalized gay, or queer, men. The Drag QueenÕs subversion of gender, sexuality, class and race is thus contingent on their own set of economic and social determinants and disadvantages.
Male-to-female drag creates a distance yet also an ironic affiliation between ÔstraightÕ biologically-born women and gay men. It highlights the parodic, subversive and indeed entertaining qualities of the masquerade of femininity; however, it does so, we want to argue, by reappropriating heteronormative and heterosexist misogyny as a frame for the flamboyantly defiant retort of its own groupÕs interests.
Another method of deviance is androgynous or unisex clothing. Through three case studies, this article will explore and problematize commodified unisex fashion. These case studies demonstrate that unisex clothing is not always as visually exciting as their potential for politics of gender-deviance might suggest, and nor do their marketing campaigns truly seek to create a space for a third sex. Similarly, the unisex trend is problematic for the cisgendered womanÕs deviance, as she is, as in drag, taken for granted and marginalized.
A ÔstraightÕ female scholar, who desires to assert her own resistance and indeed her solidarity with queer resistance, yet also believes it important and necessary to challenge such stereotypical and limiting heteronormative gender assumptions, can find herself cast into a difficult position. Positioned as already having too much privilege, therefore as not being marginalized, not being disadvantaged, such a female scholar can find herself perceived as at the centre of normalcy, not deviant at all, and thus without any legitimate claim to resistance or critique. If such female scholars recognize themselves in the ÔqueerÕ performances they write about and want to endorse the political resistance and assertions that these present, what are they to do? 4 It is clear that some feel a guilty need to qualify their own identities. Postscripts or defensive footnotes have been included in essays as an attempt to disarm this accusation, which undermines any claim to resistance by white or cisidentified women and their selfrecognition as also not ÔnormalÕ. Halla Beloff (2001) , in her essay on ÔLesbian masksÕ, for instance, wrote at the end of her argument: ÔI must admit that I am a straight woman [É] I have wanted to emphasize my sameness not my difference, which does not come in a spirit of colonising nor romanticizing, but comes of solidarity, because I recognize myself in ÒothersÓÕ (Beloff 2001: 71) . Similarly, in a recent article which explored Ôtrans-Õ visibilities by way of black, lesbian and transsexual Montreal-based artists, the authors Marie-Claude G. Olivier and Audrey Laurin felt the need to disclose their identity as a side note:
[w]e want to mention that we are both white ciswomen. While transwomen and non-white individuals are always marked as the ÔotherÕ, we want to recognize that white cisgender identity is a political identity, and, in this case, a privileged one. (Olivier and Laurin 2016: 111) Cisgender is a term that refers to people who feel their gender identity matches their sex as assigned at birth. This article would like to explore a particular idea of ÔqueernessÕ in relation to the material conditions and consequences of living in a heterosexual, biologicallyborn femaleÕs body. This is not a side note but is our focus as we consider the current trend and interest in drag and androgynous fashion. We want to understand what this specific ÔdevianceÕ might mean. This article would therefore like to open up new ways of reading gender-normative deviant dress which allow for other resistant female identities to emerge.
ÔFish/FishingÕ (RPDR)
We have recently seen a rise in the celebration of a third gender coming from within fashion that articulates a reaction or response to gender binaries. In popular culture, television shows such as RuPaulÕs Drag Race are a visible example of this, serving to popularize gender deviation, but also, we maintain, needing a deeper interrogation to really evaluate its agency for women. At a superficial level, the show uses fashion, make-up and performance to problematize heteronormative gender constructs in a humorous and accessible way; this seemingly celebrates a third gender. However, mainstream presentations of drag highlight still-present misogynist and asymmetrical notions of ÔwomanÕ, which are dominated by men and continue to bar womenÕs own resistance. RPDR is therefore not misogynist and drag is not misogyny. One could say that this embodied stylization of ÔwomanhoodÕ is not about women at all Ð it is, on the whole, about gay menÕs own intersectional subversion of gender-sex-sexuality assumptions, hierarchies and privileges, as well as their own life-affirming performance in the face of HIV and AIDS.
RPDR
However, what male drag does demonstrate is that even within subversive discourse the performance of femininity cannot help but reveal its own failure in relation to gender and sex resistance, for it preserves within itself traces of misogyny. Throughout the twenty-first century, the hairless body has come to connote perfected femininity, yet, as Anneke Smelik argues, it simultaneously betrays a cultural (and patriarchal) fear of adult female sexuality (Smelik 2015: 233) . So, while Drag Kings have been featured in mainstream popular culture, and there is certainly a historical legacy of representations of women in male attire, the Drag King is still largely met with fear, disgust or confusion in comparison to the humour and warmth offered to the Drag Queen. As such, the Drag Queen, or queer male, is still able to dress with more agency than the cisgendered woman. (Bakhtin 1984: 19) . Bakhtin conceives of the grotesque and the carnival as ways of puncturing authoritarian structures.
ÔDrag KingingÕ
Perhaps we can think of Gaga as the clown or jester, a central role in the subversive carnival; so outlandish might her fashion-sculptures be considered that they detract from gender altogether. Indeed, faced with the problem of merely perpetuating gender norms through the use of ÔdragÕ, Joshua Williams presents Ôtransspecies dragÕ as an alternate solution.
ÔTransspecies drag is the performative face of simian feminism, the practice by which women artists test the limits imposed on their political selves by moving ÔcrabwiseÕ across categories of gender, race and speciesÕ (2016: 70). He suggests that for feminists to get ÔaroundÕ the problematics of drag we might first move sideways (Williams uses the animal pun of the crab) by adopting the dress of an alternate species rather than gender, before moving ÔforwardÕ.
GagaÕs Kermit the Frogs costume is thus far more than comedy Ð not only does she wear another animal, it is a fictional male one. Her deviance is to question fashion, beauty and gender. However, while dressing as an animal might be a provocative statement and a useful tool for performance artists, it is not an everyday practical solution for the layperson.
GagaÕs androgynous appeal is undeniably a large part of her success and continues to attract more ÔMonstersÕ, the term she uses for her fans. Ironically, her least imaginative attempt to subvert gender norms was her 2011 Drag King performance as Jo Calderone at the MTV Video Music Awards, where she embodied stereotypical male traits and physiology, from quiffed hair and sideburns to a blazer and holding poses and a gait that would imply a large 13 penis.
The problem with some of these much celebrated subversive icons is that they have been almost fetishized Ð desired or worshiped, sometimes sexually, for their difference Ð further marginalizing them from the ÔnormÕ. What makes their deviance standout has remained relatively unique and thus Other. For example, while artists like Kahlo or Cahun have been posthumously embraced, they remain a part of the subaltern Ð social outsiders Ð unable to speak for themselves (Spivak 1988) . Similarly, while Lady Gaga is considered a mainstream icon of popular culture, her use of the grotesque renders her almost monstrous, as celebrated by her ÔmonstersÕ, her exuberant performances dismissed as flamboyant and as just that Ð a performance. What cisgendered women need, therefore, in order to challenge heteronormative dress, is a line of clothing that sits somewhere in between the ÔmasculineÕ Drag King and the exaggerated performances reserved for pop-music arenas. We need a lifestyle change. It is partly this call which has motivated the turn towards current trends in unisex fashion and androgynous styles. These are attractive solutions precisely because they visually eliminate the unequal status attributed to a female, sexed body, which has become ingrained within its symbolic presentation of the feminine. Bancroft argues, this did not succeed in moving fashion beyond binaries. Regardless of how many male bodies and penises you send down the runway, fashion will automatically default to the feminine, for the culture of fashion always feminizes the object of its desiring gaze (Bancroft 2016: 2) . Historically, the submissive position of being looked at has been female.
Fashion does not operate in a vacuum. The show provoked a strong reaction Ð not simply because the penis is rarely seen, whereas the sight of a naked female body on the runway is taken for granted Ð but because to display the male body in such a feminized manner is to take a step down in terms of power hierarchies. It did not dislodge male privilege but cemented the asymmetrical material realities of living in a male-or a female-sexed body.
This display was seen as ridiculous, funny and silly, with Owens himself stating afterwards that it was ÔpuerileÕ (Bancroft 2016: 20) . Giving the male body the same submissive status as a female body was to undermine or at least highlight in quite a startling manner its privilege.
How therefore can fashion move beyond this impasse to allow the sexed body the validity to From a feminist perspective, we already understand the problems of creating an alternative or parallel herstory. For example, in the art world, the ambition to reinstate the visibility of women artists initially resulted in a series of decontextualized and gendered monographs and encyclopaedias: Ô[i]n the attempt to make art history take notice of women artists, we have submerged them once again in a slightly reformed but still traditional notion of historyÕ (Parker and Pollock 1981: 45) . This separation or highlighting of ÔwomanÕ only sets her further apart. It also fails to critique the infrastructures that defined women as such, because it employs the same language and historical methodologies that once wrote women out of history. This is a principle we can apply to any minority.
A different approach is demonstrated in the Unisex range by Rad Hourani, 2 which is a richly executed and thoughtful collaboration of photography, staging and design. This imagery hints towards a promise of androgyny; however, the binaries still remain intact.
There are masculine dioramas equating to the public domain with models of both sexes dressed in sharply tailored suits and concomitant attitude. In these images the young female models sit in traditional male poses with legs open and muscles protruding. The garments are exquisitely tailored in blacks and greys, with the models set against windows looking out towards urban backdrops. And then there are feminine dioramas equating to the private world of emotion and passivity, where young male and female models recline in domestic, windowless backdrops. Both sexes are draped in soft white lines, arms wrapped around each other, with ethereal long-haired beauty foregrounded. However, although these images push towards immersing both sexes in both genders they are not challenging, for they still reiterate the cultural significance of each binary code. The imagery continues to naturalize the material realities of gendered difference and therefore the sexed, embodied, sociopolitical implications of that inequality for the female or male citizen.
Both the Agender and Unisex campaigns set about creating aesthetic sartorial solutions to the social and cultural problems presented by gendered difference. But they also hit upon the same problem, a problem that has been consistently associated with androgyny. (Moi 1985: 9) , which was predicated on the repression of the female body (Rado 1997: 150) . In a focused discussion of WoolfÕs Orlando (1928), Lisa Rado argued that there is Ôan elaborate series of veils which serve to distract and deflect our attention from OrlandoÕs biological sex in order to preserve his/her androgynous subject-position from the imposition of patriarchal normsÕ (Rado 1997: 153) .
The push to ÔbeÕ more fully a woman or a man beyond limited sex roles through gender play is indeed undermined when oneÕs sex is revealed. For that sexed body is situated within a patriarchal culture which insists on imposing heteronormative hierarchies, binaries and inequalities of status on that body, regardless of what that particular subject desires.
Unisex fashions cover up the sexed body in order to strengthen the assertion of its androgyny, but its androgynous aesthetic is steeped in masculinist systems which reiterate heteronormative binary rules. The extent to which androgynously spirited expression is undermined or indeed reappropriated reveals a certain dread that androgyny may contaminate safe, assured heteronormative masculinity or femininity for the cisgendered woman and man.
ÔGender-bendingÕ fears are averted, suppressed or depoliticized in fashion imagery by either maintaining feminine sex appeal (an example being the iconic fashion image of Natalie (Doane 1982: 81) Similarly, the threat to heterosexual norms is averted in RuPaulÕs Drag Race as the idea of being ÔgayÕ is constantly referred to (although ÔdragÕ is not necessarily synonymous with ÔgayÕ). Male muscular models often appear on the show, with RuPaul and the contestants making the size of the penis an exciting point of reference. However, as well as assuaging the fear of ÔdragÕ being linked to heterosexual men, the persistent reference to the ÔtuckÕ is the assurance for a mainstream audience that this is a man in drag and he will return to masculinity after the show. Drag kinging, because of the imposition of patriarchal norms on a female body, is possibly more threatening to the status quo Ð especially if the performers are not lesbian themselves. Historically, women who have rebelliously cross-dressed, such as Greta Garbo and Marlene Dietrich (adding to those discussed above), have also been assertively assigned a lesbian identity as exotic ÔOtherÕ in film and popular cultural histories, distancing this subversive sartorial behaviour from their heterosexual counterparts. This therefore neutralizes or directs attention away from the feasibility that heterosexual women may also offer up radical alternative gestures.
The apolitical aesthetic of androgyny Ð its camp potential Ð is not a threat, but the embodied material application of this androgynous desire Ð its political potential Ð is dangerous. This moves the discussion on to the third example of the unisex fashion trend Ð DieselÕs Gender Neutral advert, 3 which presents another aspect of the problems that have arisen in current unisex trends. DieselÕs Gender Neutral advertisement images a young male and female model holding onto each other and staring directly into the camera Ð hair shorn short, wearing the same jeans and khaki-styled jumpers and sporting nude make-up. There is a catchphrase to the side which reads Ôthis ad is gender neutralÕ. However, this uniformity betrays its purpose as the khaki styling is modelled on a predominantly male military form of camouflage. Therefore the ÔneutralityÕ of this advert needs to be explored further.
Jo Paoletti has pointed out in Sex and Unisex (2015: 6) that for the United States in the late 1960s and early 1970s, ÔÒunisexÓ meant more masculine clothing for girls and women. Attempts to feminize menÕs appearance turned out to be particularly short-livedÕ.
Unisex clothing was appealing for women during this brief time because, as Joan K. Peters argues, Ôgender blending was twinned with sexual equalityÕ (Peters 2004: 67) . This feminist excitement in the political potential and idyll of androgyny and unisex soon faded with the onset of economic austerity, when high inflation and high unemployment made the symbolic impetus for social change within unisex fashions look dated. The actual material economic and social realities increased the working day for men and left women with all the home-and child-care as well as a 50+ hours job. Women therefore had a choice between the male role of work or adding this role on top of their traditional female role as housewife/mother. Unisex ideals were therefore shown to be a political illusion. To camouflage woman under masculinity was not to become equally free but actually masked real material inequality via an illusion of equal non-difference.
Sybil Goldfinger (2011; 96) , CEO of feminist fashion brand Comme Il Faut, has argued that in considering gender subversion in fashion one needs to take into account both the ÔsymbolicÕ and the material ÔpragmaticÕ realities. Her companyÕs 2010 campaign, which sought to challenge gender binaries by way of androgyny, failed both in terms of its subversion and its appeal, because the advertisement featuring masculine female models and feminine male models alienated their target audience who felt that this did not speak for, or to, them. The campaign did not increase awareness as to the gender-binary master narrative; it just made female clients angry at the perceived policing of how a feminist should dress.
Like the short-lived unisex trends in the politically tumultuous 1960s and early 1970s, camouflaging the feminine is not a failsafe way of extricating oneself from all the hallmarks of that mask. To disavow femininity and disguise the female body is just a superficial and ineffectual papering over of the cracks. The symbolic presentation of equality and ÔneutralityÕ fails to acknowledge womenÕs actual, embodied, material conditions and situated-ness as regards the surveilling gaze; it masks both the pleasure of femininity as a signifier of sexual attraction and neoliberal capitalismÕs continual need for gender inequality in relation to the home and care economies. Consequently, it once more ends up in an unsatisfactory impasse.
How, therefore, can gender disruption and androgyny become an enabler that articulates and accounts for ÔstraightÕ cisgendered womenÕs desire to play with femininity in relation to self-presentation and the rituals of sexuality, whilst giving them leverage to critically resist patriarchal oppression and inequality? Is there another way of looking at gendered positions which challenges masculine and male-dominated binaries and positions?
The last section will seek to explore this dilemma further in order to come to a clearer understanding of our position vis-ˆ-vis androgynous dress and gender-deviant border spaces.
Androgyny as enabler
This article does not pose a resolution to the trappings of gender. We have examined the possibilities of drag and unisex clothing, but this has only opened up further questions and so we do not conceive such a resolution as being possible. What we do pose, however, is a fashioning of androgyny that acknowledges the impossibility of overcoming heteronormative binaries and which complicates these through image and body-image. We believe the following case studies serve as examples of an androgyny where the body or dress have been However, there is no denying that her experience of modelling means she is better able to view her body as a tool or device, rather like a hanger that serves a purpose, and less preciously than those of us whose bodies have not been publicly displayed or utilized. As such, Jones is better able to play with dress and androgyny, casting aside embodied notions of gender, because she has spent a career distancing herself from the material body. Her body is a blank canvas, a site for contestation. At 68, she remains muscular and keeps her hair short.
Moreover, she almost dismisses gender codes with her flippant irreverence about undressing in public, literally discarding any trappings of gender.
The artist has come a long way since her first single in 1975 titled ÔI Need a ManÕ.
Her album covers perhaps demonstrate a third-gender trajectory. Nightclubbing ( Gender is forsaken for fashion: a silver glittering bowler hat and cosmic make-up dominate the picture. Her metallic eyebrow is painted on in a straight line, to defy the arching of a female brow, as is her cropped-out neck, so we cannot use the (absence of an) AdamÕs apple as an index. This leaves a shaved head and, once again, a confrontational, reciprocated gaze.
Jones is often seen publicly wearing flamboyant fashions, altering the silhouette of her figure and, much like Lady Gaga, this overshadows the otherwise prevalent fascination with her androgyny or sex and sexuality.
The fact that Jones invariably acknowledges the camera and reflects our gaze empowers her gender-normative dissonance. Being highly staged and photographed, JonesÕs album-cover portraits demonstrate a knowingness that this is performance. It is an imaging of an ambiguous border space which is aware of its position as trans and playful. Her gaze is self-conscious and challenging Ð why is JonesÕs gender-ambivalent image or persona provocative, if it does not merely emphasize how misogynist other portrayals are?
While we have included Grace Jones as an example of androgyny, this implies a combination of both sexes. It might be more useful to think of it as a defiance of both, while recognizing how these are historically represented. As Jackie Stacey points out, there are
Ôfailures of feminist and queer language to articulate the nuances of affective registers;
androgyne, butch, tomboy, trans, and genderqueer designate styles of gendered and sexual embodiment, but these do not extend satisfactorily to aesthetic moods and atmospheresÕ (Stacey 2015: 243) . JonesÕs imaging is nothing if not an aesthetic, which she has continued to fashion on and off-stage. It might be more useful, then, to consider StaceyÕs proposed term of Ôoff-genderÕ when considering historically understood images of androgyny, which we believe inherently recognize their own problematic hybridity and temporal nature. ÔTo be offgender would be less the in-between-ness of androgyny and more the capacity to move across, to embody the mobility of temporal fluxÕ (Stacey 2015: 267 Her beard is only problematic to the extent that it was not originally intended; she has had polycystic ovaries since a teenager, a condition which changes hormones and usually results in women having more body hair than ÔnormalÕ. That she now chooses not to conform to societal pressures on women to render their bodily hair invisible is what makes her personal circumstances and choices political. Because she is a woman, this can be seen to make her more transgressive than the facial hair of Tom Neuwirth, for instance, who won the 2014 Eurovision Song Contest in his drag persona of Conchita Wurst. Moreover, her beard is real Ð unlike Demi MooreÕs or Natalie PortmanÕs, who wore deliberately artificial facial hair;
its ÔremovablityÕ and therefore status as ÔdragÕ was encoded as part of the image. In the case of Moore and Portman, any Ôhair-fearÕ Ð the fear of this hair contaminating safe, assured, heteronormative masculinity or femininity for the cisgendered woman and man Ð was neutralized.
Kaur, like Grace Jones, takes control of her image but through her online profile of selfies and self-fashioned images. She reciprocates her own gaze in the act of photographing herself (the extended arm and mirrored camera-phone) and edits her own image, output and 
Conclusion
The current popularization and mainstreaming of drag and androgyny as a means of defying heteronormative dress is problematic because it assumes a culture of gender progress or mission accomplished. It was therefore important to traverse examples of these assumed challenges to gender and fashion Ð from RuPaulÕs Drag Race to Diesel's marketing campaign Ð to demonstrate that the cisgendered, straight woman is still marginalized. These are not viable methodologies of dress for her resistance to societyÕs inherent misogyny. Her sexuality and womanliness are taken for granted and assumed as privileged yet she is parodied, mocked and left redundant, still searching for her own battleground within which to challenge gender-norms.
As we have demonstrated, there are various pitfalls to the act of drag. While it is an important component of gender deviance and an inherently subversive political act, often also serving as fantastic entertainment, binaries and stereotypes ironically remain largely intact.
More extreme and challenging versions of drag are possible and potentially more successful, such as carnivalesque or transspecies performances. But these become fetishized and monstrous, they are one-offs and often render the artist as an Other, as marginalized or as a superstar. They are not really an affordable or practical vehicle for resistance. The recent turn to asexual or unisex clothing is promising because it indicates a re-emerging interest in cisgendered feminist dress, but it is not particularly progressive because, as we have argued, in attempts at resistance. We cannot expect every straight cisgendered woman to dress in a way that will both embody and resist the cumulative weight of historical discourses of sex, gender, sexuality Ð for who can wear a moustache, ironic femme attire and unisex clothing all at once? But we contend that for gender-deviant dress to retain agency it must reflect selfawareness and conscious decisions and choices that make resistance visible. This is the only way history can be addressed and redressed.
